INTRODUCTION
1. The reference in the first sentence is outdated; there are now 2015 and 2016 data available. Also the date on the reference is incorrect (2006) . 2. The background lists different interventions that were summarized in the umbrella review, and states that ARVs may also be effective if given to exposed infants. If this is part of the protocol (infant ARV exposure) this should be more clearly specified in the methodology. 3. A stronger justification for why this review should be conducted needs to be proposed. Just stating that it has been a long time since the last review is not sufficient. Please clarify what new analyses or intervention types, etc you plan to include in the review.
OBJECTIVES -this is vague. Be more specific about what the objectives are. METHODS 1. Inclusion criteria should already be developed for the protocol; they should not be decided after staring the review. Please clarify inclusion criteria a priori. 2. Too much detail on descriptions of existing tools are presented (GRADE, AMSTAR, Support collaboration). These should just be stated that they are used and then referenced. The bulk of the methods constitutes summaries of these tools, and is not necessary. More of the methods should be presented: search terms that will be used, details on statistical analyses (some presented in abstract but not in manuscript methods), and sub-group analyses. Very few details on the analyses are actually presented. 
REVIEWER

GENERAL COMMENTS
The authors present a protocol paper for a study that will help readers have a quick overview of the evidence of what works in preventing mother to child transmission of HIV. Comments 1. In the introduction section, authors may need to acknowledge that at the moment there is general clarity/consensus of what works (e.g. the current WHO PMTCT guidelines), and make it clear that this paper is important in so far as it helps collate all evidence into one place for easy reference 2. Page 12 Line 20 and 22 : the description of the search strategy needs to be clearer. How will the search strategy be built? How will search terms be determined; will subject heading searches be done? etc 3. From line 40: the paragraph title is "Strengths and limitations" but no limitations are given 4. Page 10 Line 20 and 22 -it is not clear why reviews which were included in the previous umbrella review are being excluded; it may be useful to synthesize all the evidence together The background lists different interventions that were summarized in the umbrella review, and states that ARVs may also be effective if given to exposed infants. If this is part of the protocol (infant ARV exposure) this should be more clearly specified in the methodology. Response: We have considered only ARV prophylaxis for pregnant women for preventing MTCT of HIV infection. The previous draft included ARV intervention for infants. In the current draft, we have deleted the sentences related on ARVs for infants to be consistent with methodology of this overview. We have revised the objectives of this overview as follows: "The objective of this overview is to evaluate and summarize the evidence from systematic reviews of interventions for preventing MTCT of HIV, to identify the current best evidence-based interventions for reducing the risk of MTCT of HIV, and to help inform judgments, optimization, and future research about the available evidencebased interventions to prevent MTCT of HIV." (Please see OBJECTIVES section; page 9) Methods 1. Comment 1: Inclusion criteria should already be developed for the protocol; they should not be decided after staring the review. Please clarify inclusion criteria a priori. Response: We have considered the inclusion criteria of overview, and decided upon the inclusion criteria already. We have revised the protocol by deleted the sentence below: "Published protocols of systematic reviews relevant to this overview will be identified for future inclusion, and will be classified as ongoing reviews."
Comment 2: Too much detail on descriptions of existing tools are presented (GRADE, AMSTAR, Support collaborations)
. These should just be stated that they are used and then referenced. The bulk of the methods constitutes summaries of these tools, and is not necessary. More of the methods should be presented: search terms that will be used, details on statistical analyses (some presented in abstract but not in the manuscript methods), and sub-group analyses. Very few details on the analyses are actually presented. Response:
• We have deleted the descriptions of GRADE, AMSTAR, and SUPPORT collaborations as reviewer recommendation and revised the draft.
• We have also clearly explained the methods in more detail and have revised the draft as follows: "We will conduct searches in electronic databases using the search terms "HIV"; "mother-to-child transmission"; "prevention"; "intervention"; and "systematic review" in title, abstract or keyword." (Please see METHODS AND ANALYSIS section; subheading Search methods for identification of reviews; page 12).
• We have included a draft of the full strategy from searches of Ovid MEDLINE as a supplementary file.
• "We will also perform full data extraction from systematic reviews reporting a pooled effect estimate resulting from meta-analysis including risk ratios, odds ratios, mean differences, standardized mean differences, or number needed to treat. We will rank the effectiveness of intervention effect size against other interventions or no intervention." (Please see page 14)
• "We will provide narrative summaries of the relevant results for the individual systematic reviews for each of the primary and secondary outcome measures by intervention. We will present the summary using tables and figures as ""Overview of reviews table", including the characteristics of included systematic reviews, the certainty of evidence within individual systematic reviews, and results by individual systematic reviews using AMSTAR rating." (Please see page 15)
Reviewer 2 1. Comment 1: In the introduction section, authors may need to acknowledge that at the moment there is general clarity/consensus of what works (e.g. the current WHO PMTCT guidelines), and make it clear that this paper is important in so far as it helps collate all evidence into one place for easy reference. Response: We have modified the introduction section by adding the following sentences in "Why it is important to do this overview": "Our goal is to collate all evidence-based interventions for reducing the risk of MTCT of HIV from various databases, and to provide accurate evidence and recommendations for healthcare policy makers and researches. Various interventions and strategies have been developed and implemented to reduce MTCT of HIV." In addition, a decade has passed since the publication of the previous overview, and new systematic reviews of various interventions to prevent MTCT have been published. Moreover, WHO recently recommended ART for pregnant and breastfeeding women for treatment of women"s HIV infection and for prevention of MTCT of HIV. Since this guideline was implemented, evidence for the effectiveness of this intervention is unknown. This overview, therefore, will inform judgments, optimization, and future research about the available evidence-based interventions to prevent MTCT of HIV. (Please see the INTRODUCTIONS section; subheading Why it is important to do this review; pages 8-9) 2. Comment 2: Page 12 Line 20 and 22: the description of the search strategy needs to be clearer. How will the search strategy be built? How will search terms be determined; will subject heading searches be done? etc Response: We have explained the methods in more detail and modified the draft as follows: "We will conduct searches in electronic databases using the search terms "HIV"; "mother-to-child transmission"; "prevention"; "intervention"; and "systematic review" in title, abstract or keyword. We will search the following electronic databases, adapting the search strategies as appropriate for each database: Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR), the Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effectiveness (DARE), Ovid MEDLINE, and EMBASE We will not apply any language restrictions. The date range of search will start from inception to the search date." (Please see METHODS AND ANALYSIS section; subheading Search methods for identification of reviews; page 12) 3. Comment 3: From line 40: the paragraph title is "Strengths and limitations" but no limitations are given.
Response: In the abstract section, we have specified the strengths and limitations of this overview on the basis of reviewer comment, and revised on pages 4-5 as follows:
• This overview will provide the current best systematic reviews of interventions to prevent MTCT of HIV, after a decade has passed since the publication of the first overview.
• We will use validated protocols and assessment tools for search methods, data extraction, methodological quality assessment, grading of certainty of evidence, and reporting.
• We will include all systematic reviews of randomized or quasi-randomized controlled trials of interventions aimed at reducing the MTCT of HIV from various databases.
• A limitation of this overview is that it will include only published systematic reviews. Therefore, it is possible that more recent RCT evidence would not be incorporated in this overview if it is not included in published systematic reviews.
4. Comment 4: Page 10 Line 20 and 22 -it is not clear why reviews which were included in the previous umbrella review are being excluded; it may be useful to synthesize all the evidence together. Response: We agreed with the reviewer"s comment regarding inclusion of previous umbrella reviews. Therefore, we have modified the sentence in the manuscript as follows: "We will include only published peer-reviewed systematic reviews of randomized or quasi-randomized controlled trials." (Please see METHODS AND ANALYSIS section; subheading Type of reviews; page 10). We mean that we will include all published systematic reviews including previous umbrella review.
